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some instances—YIEPP, for example—design decisions were argued through with the responsible organization in a detailed way and with a explicit analysis of their methodological consequences.
In other instances—typically, joint projects with other federal agencies—design decisions were allowed to evolve according to the preferences of the responsible organizations, or were not addressed explicitly at all.  In still other instances—the creation of large-scale data bases or the adaptation of existing data bases to youth questions, for example—there was a high level of delegation to the responsible organization, with review and comment by OYP. Variability then, was partly a function of the complexity of the issues, programs, projects, and products that the knowledge development plans focused on and the organizations that were used to translate those plans into action.
But variability was also a function of Taggart's own lack of enthusiasm for consistency and rigor in methodology.  He did not believe that focusing on methodological rigor and consistency, at the expense of other objectives, would pay off, either in new knowledge or in better programs.  "People complain, after the fact, on a study-by-study basis, about things like the lack of adequate comparison groups,
Taggart argues.  "S	.' At least we had comparison groups in a lot of
studies.  That was more than anyone eise had done on that scale before. We introduced äs much methodological rigor äs we could, even though I believed, and still do, that it wouldn't work. What you're doing, when you apply fancy research methods to projects like the ones we had early in the program, is researching ineffectuality, not Intervention. The fact of the matter is that people don't know what b do. All you're discovering is that they don't."
For Taggart, the primary questions were developmental, not methodological.  "None of this research will yield anything if people don't know what they're doing. What you need to do is to give each part of the delivery system a piece of the action, use monitoring and evaluation to generate competence, pick up the threads running through the system to get a broad understanding of what makes effective programs, and then get states and locals to make decisions about who gets what and get them to monitor and enforce." Questions of capacity organization, and management were prior to questions of design; resear* methods were instrumental to the development of a delivery system.
Finally, the overall design of the knowledge development effort an< the design of specific studies changed markedly over time.  For exampl« the YIEPP demonstration started by testing the effect of a fully subsidized work guarantee on school attendance, school completion, and short-term employment. About halfway into the demonstration, the design was changed to accommodate variable subsidies, on the expectati< that Congress would want to know whether a less expensive program wouL have positive effects. Also, it became clear after YIEPP commenced that assuring school attendance through employment guarantees was not necessarily a clear benefit to young people if the the school program was not adapted to their needs.
Well into the demonstration, then, attention shifted to providing better educational programming for YIEPP participants. Another exampl'

